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tomomy of the Hawaiian Guvernment
Z‘:QI’. its dominions and 118 rights of sov-
ereignty over sach dominions,
The Hawaiian Government asd an
ivalent for such guarantee, and in
% to enable the United States thus to
o6 the sovereignty and indepen-
demce of Hawaii efficacionsly and with-
ont danger of complication with other
wers, agress that no treaties, conven-
Ifms or syreements shall be negotiated
or made between Hawaii and any other
er, polentate or state without the
‘ull knowledge of the Government ol the
United States
ARTICLE V. :
It ie soreed that this convention shal
be ratified by the President of the United
States by and with the advice and the
consent of the Sanate thereof and by His
Majesty the King of Hawaii and the
ratifications exchanged a8 soon a8 possi-
sthle, and upon such exchange of ratifi-
cations and proclamation thereof by the
President of the United Ststes and the
King of Hawsii the stipulations thereof
sha!ll go into effect with the exception of
the third article which shall go into
sffect upon some date to be agreed upon
after the C of the United States,
and the ature of the Hawaiian
Isiands shall have pasesed the necessary
laws to give effect to 1ts provisions.
ARTICLE VL
The present convention shall remain
in force until modified or terminated by
mutosl comsent. A conference for the
purpose of considering the medification
or termination of this convention or any
of the conventions or treaties between the
two high contracting parties shall be
held st the capital of one or other of

the two countries for such purpose st
any time within si’ months either
of the high contracting parties shall have

given ormal written notice to the other
& it desire to hold such confergnce.

THE ‘' LANDING OF THE TROOPS PROFPO-
BITION.

Mr. Carter then Eﬁggaaled that as it
was proposed the United States shall

guarsntee the independence of Hawaii,
the Secretury of State at Washington
might ask for the purpose of prop-
erly carrying ﬁ:i thut;;‘ummnpee,‘lﬁt_e

1wl of in in is
c;::mgr and asked gwhal. {Jl:iey “wounld
suthorise him to say to such a proposi-
sion if made. The Cabinet asked Mr,
Carter in what form he thought they
would ask for such a privilege. r. Car-
ter wrote oot two alternative forms of
whst he thought might be proposed,
which alternate propositions were as fol-

FOWE |

Proposed additions to Article 4.

And the Hawaiian) [f (which God for-
Guvernment furtheribid) the independ-
agrees in considera-jence and soven;;gnliiy
tion of such guaran-jor the tranqguil ad-
see. and to enable/ministration of the

the United States to/Hewalian  Govern-
effectuslly protectiment should be
the

independence{threatened, it s
a.ndmnquim_rui the n?reed that the forces
Hawsilan Istands of the United States
that the forces of thejmay have such free-
Coited States mav|dom of action in the
Bave scoess to suchlterritories of Hawaii
parts of the Hawaii-|as may be necessary
an dominions as mayjin securing the inde-
be neces«ary for thetipendence and e-
i ul administration of
Ithe Hawaiian Gov-
lernment.

I'tis proposition, together with the
draft of the treaty, was then copied on
the type-writer and five copies given,
ane to Mr. Carter and one to each of
the Cabinet, and the subject considered
—the “‘landing of troops proposition "—
being attached to the back of the draft of
proposad treaty.

The testimony of Messrs. Austin,
Thurston and Damon is that, after dis-

sssing the ** landing of troops proposi-
tion,” it was uoanimonsly snd finally
lecided by the Cabinet that if the United

purpose

Rtates should ssk jor the inserlion of
sach a condition in ihe treaty it should

be rejectad, as they would not consent to
zuv such clause or recommend it to the
King Whereupon Ministers Austin,
Thurston and Damon drew their pencils
through their respective copies of the
proposition  and wrote * rejected”
agmunst them. Copies of these original
drafts with the proposition scratched out
were shown your committee, which bear
every appearance of being genuine.

Ministers Thurston and Austin state
that when the Cabinet came to this con-
clusion, Mr. Carter said he concurred in
their decision and that he did not think
it for the hest interests of Lhe country to
bave such a clause in the treaty, or words
te that effect

The above form of treaty baving been
agreed upon, Mr. Damon took his copy
to the King and explained all that had
been done.  Among other items he ex-
plzined to His Majesty the “ landing of
roops propoeition '’ and said that the
Cabinet had unanimously rejected it,
and that he bad drawn his pencil through
it His Majesty replied ** Mr. Damon,
why Jeave that clause out 7' Whereupon
Mr. Damon explained the reason to him.

CABINET COUXNCIL AFPPROYVAL OF PRO-
POSED TREATY.

The terms of the treaty having been
fnally agreed upon the Ministers met the
King in Cabinet Council the 24th of Sep-
tember, 1889, to discuss it, the King pre-
sding. After a full diecussion the treaty
&8 proy was unanimously agreed to,
and Ministér Austin was requested to in-
struct Mr. Carter to attempt to negotiate
sach & treaty. This Minister Austin did
on the 3Tth dav of Septemer, 1889, giving
Mr. Carter full instroctions as to the
basis on which the treaty was
to be pegotisted. The minutes of the
Council ehow that the action taken was
unsnimoos. The minutes of the council,
we are informed, are taken by Mr. Ash-
ford and copied into the minute book by
Mr Austin.

PROPOSED AUTHORIZATION TO ME. CARTER
TO NEGOTIATE TREATY.

Mr. Carter having on the 28th day of
November, 1880, written out reguesting
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negotiate
Thurston' snd Damon

thorisation to Mr.
sobject to ratification, & treaty on the
agreed upon. Ash-

His Majesty at this meeting (here I quote
hu-themmﬁu}"snidnfm should de-
cline to sign this authorization, that he
bad never agreed to this proposal fora
sreaty . That it had been hatched up

catsiders without consulting him.”

OBJECTIGS MADE BY MR. ASHFORD.
On his retarn, the (.’}1111'.';;::“!1111 dis:nuﬁd

treaty proposition w m, e
the first time objected to

to mest that objection, we will strike out
the political feature of the treaty by
sliminating Article 4 and make it prrely
a commervial treaty. Mr. Ashford still
objected, and the question of whether,
from & business point of view, such pro-
posed commercial treaty would be wise,
it was proposed to consult with some of
the business men of the country. This
was agreed to by all of the members of
the Cabinef. A conference of business
men was called for Mareh 24th, 18%0.
The unanimous opinion of the confer-
ence, after & full discussion, was to the
effect that such a treaty would be of
value to the country, and the stmng_de—
sire was expressed tbat the Cabinet
should attempt to negotiate it. Notwith-
standing this, however, Mr. Ashford still
refnsed to join his colleagues in advising
His Majesty to sign a commission antho-
rizing Mr. Carter to negotiate a treaty on
this basis,

A Cabinet council was ltgen called,
April 10, 1800. All the Ministers were
present, His Majesty presiding. 1 will

uote from the Cabipet council minutes,

he Minister of Foreign Affairs stated:
“ That the majority of the Cabinet ad-
vised His Majesty to sign an authoriza-
tion to Minister Carter to negotiate and
sign, subject to ratification, a treaty with
the United States.” |

The authorisation to Mr, Carter was in
the following form :

Kaiaxava, King of the Hawaiian
Islands:

To all to whom these presents shall
come,—Greeting : N
Know ye, that I have aunthorized His

Excellency the Honorable Henry A. P.

Carter, our Envoy Exu-nnrdmng and
Minister Plenipotenti to the United
ight Grand Cross

States of America,
of the Crown of Hawaii, Grand Officer
of the Order of Kalakava, Knight Com-
mander of the Order of Kamehameha L.,
Actusal Privy Councillor of State, to con-
fer with any person or persons duly
authorized by the Gevernment of the
United States for that purpose, and with
him or them to negotiate, conclude and
execute a convention upon the basis of
the project hereto attached and made a
part hereof. All of which acts shall be
subject to our final ratification.

In witness whereof, 1 have caused
the Seal of the Hawaiian
Islands to be hereunto
affixed. Given under my
hand at the eity of Hono-
lulp, the —day of April,
A.D. 1800, and the seven-
teenth year of our reign.

The Attorney-General said ‘““He would
not advise the King to sign the commis-
sion.” The Minister of the Interior took
the ground that the King should follow
the advice of the majority of the Cabinet
in accordance with the decigion of the
Supreme Court. The Attorney-General
again advised the King not to sign the
commission ; stating * That the opinion
of the Judges of the Bupreme Court is
not in the slightest degree binding, and
is of no more effect than that of any
other three men of equal ability.” His
Majesty t.hereu}l)‘on declined to sign the
commission. There further considera-
tion of the treaty seems to have ended.

STATEMENT OF THE MAJORITY OF THE COM-
MITTEE COMPARED WITH THE FACTS.

After careful examination of the testi-
mony before us, I fail to find as charged
by the majority report, that a certain
duplicity has never been absent from the
transactions of the Cabinet in respect of
the Treaty matter, The evidence par-
ticulurly of Messrs. Austin, Thurston and
Damon is straight.forwani. and carries
conviction that they in no way wish to
cover the truth. Rep. Kalua’s resolu-
tion did not call for private correspon-
dence nor for Cabinet minutes, Never-
theless the Minister of Foreign Aflairs
has shown me the Cabinet minutes relat-
ing to Treaty matters, and is ready at
any time to show the same to the rest of
the committee. 1 find noevidence what-
ever that the obnoxious clause relating
to “landing troops" was in any way pre-
meditated, but that it was merely sog-
gested by Mr. Carter that the United
States might ask that this clause be put
into the Treaty, if they were to guaran-
tee the independence of Hawaii. Min-
ister Ashiord says, that this clanse was
al frst unanimously agreed to; that
after discussion it was subsequently

out, for the reason that it would
give the existing Government in the
country too mnch power, and because
His Majesty would certainly object to it,
bot that he un it might be in-
serted afterwards in Washington. Mr.
Ashfaerd’s statement on this point is not
corroborated by any evidence, either
oral or documentary, and is positively
denied by all the other members of the
(Cabinet, who stata that the first time the
clause came before them in written form,
they decided unanimously that they
would not consent to any such proposi-
tion.

The evidence of Mesars. Austin,
Thurston and Damon differs in minor
points, but agrees remarkably in all im-
portant points, more especially in regard
to the motives that governed their ac-
tions from first to last.

The majority report, in order to show
that the '‘Ministerial utterances” were
not reliable, brings up an important
point to illostrate the charge (alluding
to ‘‘Additions to Article 4"), that Minis-
ter Austin positively says that these ad-
ditions only came in much later, as &
sequence to the discussion of the other
Articles, and Minister Thurston corrob-
orates this, whilst Ministers Damon and
Ashford distinctly state that the clause
appeared in appendix, at the very first

ion of the drait.”

The majority report characterizes the
remarks made by Minister Thurston to
His Majestv at the Cabinet council of
December 20th last, as being “‘rather
bratal.”

This is, to say the lus:l,avuryexm-
vagant, inappropriate and unwarranted
use of the term. Mr. Thurston’s re-
marks at that time, in calling on His
Majesty to do what he (Thurston) con-
si to be His Majesty’s duty, were
plain and ve, but in no sense of the
term d they be characterized as
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CONCLUSION OF THE MNAJORITY OF THE
COMMITTEE.
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matters not inclnded in the resolution of
the house, such as rumors of annexation ;
the motives of the ministers; the delnd-
ing or intimidating of His Majesty, the
majority of the commitfee conclude that
there were two objact.iona.ble clauses in
the proposed Treaty, vis.: :

l.p‘rPUne in Article 4, by which we
were to be deprived of the sovereign
right of concluding treaties with other
nations "’

2. “One in .-lrtici?t;i‘, by ‘whwhgv{::
were denied the equal ri
oi terminating the treaty otherwise than
by unanimous consent.” .

THE COMMITTEE'S FIRST POINT.

The majority of the committee ad-
vance no explanation of their first point,
make no argument and give no reasons
for their conclusion.

The reason that they do not is seli-
evident,from the tact thatthereisnosuch
clange in the treaty, nor any semblance
of such clause. This statement of the
committee is therefore a direct’ and un-
called for misrepresentation. ;

The only mention of' treaties in such
section, is that in consideration of the
United States teeing the indepen-
dence of the Hawsiian ds, the Ha-
waiian Government should inform the
United States d%mm -wb:cgl it
proposed to . any other

3 : :ol the

“ gonsent *’ of the United ing re-

quired, or of m’:ii::hm‘ Mwmﬂmed
upon our in ct.

As the int made by the majority

of the Rttox his . absolutely no

foundation in fact, it is not necessary to
congider it furtber than $o call .attention
to it as a most signal illustration of the
partizan spirit in which that report is
drawn.

THE COMMITTEE'E SECOND POINT.
The committes’s second point is that

of Article 6 of the treaty: ““We were de- | of

nied the sovereign right of terminating
the treaty, otherwise than by unanimous
consent,” and they subsequently speak
of this section as binding us ** perpetuo-
ally " and ** the perpetuity obligation on
our side.”

The committee advances no proof,
reason, argument or precedent to show
that the right to terminate a treaty at
pleasure is a" ** govereign right,"”” to be
sacredly guarded, or that there was any
proposition to “ bind ourselves perpetn-
ally,” but content themselves with refer-
ring to certain letters from Mr. Carter
written since the initiation of Cabinet
action concerning the treaty, and in the
light of subseauent action by the United
Siates Congress.

The utter "hollowness and lack of
foundation for this charge is shown by
reference to treaties made between Ha-
waii ard the varions foreign countries,
which could have easily been examined
by the majority of the committée had
they not acted with such unseemly
haste,

8o far from the right to terminate a
treaty at pleasure Bngg a “ sovereign
right,”” not to be modi or parted with,
it 18 and has been continuously treated
simply as one of the terms of a contract
to be varied according to varyingcircum-
stances and as the parties may think
their intereats require.

Reference to Hawaiian treaties shows
that the first treaty ever made by this
country was with the United States in
1826, and it appears with the declaration
that ** The peace and friendship’’ sub-
gisting between the two countries is
** hereby confirmed and declared td be
perpetual.”

According to the logic of the majority
of the committee, this country was there-
by deprived of the ** sovereign nght" to
declare war, if it thought best to do so.
In 1839, the first French treaty was
made, Article 1, reads ** There shall be
perpetual peace and friendship” between
the two conntries.

In 1846 the first British treaty was
made, Article 1, reads * There shall be
perpetual peace and amity ” between
the two sovereigns ‘‘ their heirs and
successors, "’ -

In 1846 a treaty was made with Den-
mark. Article 1 reads: ** There shall be
perpetual peace and amity ”’ between
the two sovereigns *‘ their heirs and
successors.” An ** additional article,”
of the same date as the treaty, reads
“ This treaty shall not be permanently
binding till it receive the ratification of
the King of Denmirk.” The v Wi
thereafter ratified by the King 'of' Den-
mark, and is ore by its terms &
““permanent” or “perpetual” treafy.

In 1848, ® treaty was made with Ham-
burg, containing the sane W .

In 1850 a'new :
the United :
declared that * toal peace and
amity ” shall exist between the two
countries.

In 1852 a new British treaty was made.
Article 17 provides that at any time after
the expiration of seven years from the
date of the treaty, either shall
have the right to terminate Articles 4,5
and 6 of the treaty on ** twelve months’
notice.” The only logical inference from
this is that the remainder of the treaty
is rerpetus.l.

n 1854 a treaty was made with
Bremen, which duplicates the wording
used in the Denmark and Hunburg
treaties about ‘ permanently binding
the two countries.

In 1855 a treaty was made with

Sweden and Norway, which opens with
a declaration of * perpet friend-
ship,” and in Article 17 states a

right of termination with respect to
Articles 4, 5 and 6 only. The trest
concludes with the “permanently blmi
ing" clause of the Denmark and Ham-

articles may be given, .
gard to the other articles, the said tre
shall remain nevertheless, '

other countries eversince it became a
recognised government. It will be ob-
served that in every instance given
above, not only Hawaii m
France, the United States, _
o editeiy 0 sl Y
ing themselves s 2
“‘permanent” treaties, to be terminated
only by ““mutual consent” to the same
degree that Hawaii hnlfwno that aecord-

ing to the mﬂ:it{':i committee all
these coun ve doring the past
sixty years Mt." surrendering
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l:n-t{ Wis G with .t\,onoﬂ-'il here as 'the Tc ‘has been
States, wherein it is again
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than has been done over and over

by the Hawsiian Government, no
more than the proudest and most pow-
erful nations of the world have volun-
tarily incorporated in their treaties with
Hawaii.

1 do not accuse the majority of the
committee of malicious intent, but I do
say that they have shown gross igner-
ance.

CONCLUSION OF THE MINORITY OF THE
COMMITTEE.

The direction of the House to the com-
mittee ;ss two—!old:h BT

1st—To report whether the
treaty was intended, or calculated to in
any wise jao ize the ical inde-
pendence of Hawaii.

2nd—To report whether the proposed
treaty was intended, or calculated to in
any wise jeopardize the commercial in-
dependence of Hawaii.

here is no evidence, either oral or

docuamentary, that there has been any-
thing than the most absolute and disin-
terested good faith upon the part of the
Cabinet and the Hawaiian Minister st
Washington, and a sincere endeavor on
their part to advance the commercial
prosperity of Hawaii. :

Eggction aqet;s t:; -‘p‘:npooed t;;stn;
co wi
which have been made, are unworthy of
any honest man. There is no party and
no individoal, thatI know of, having
any voive or control in Hawaiian affairs,
who i8 in favor of annexation to the
United States, or any other country, or
who is not honestly and '
in favor of the maintenance and
perpetoation of Hawsiian indepen-
dence and autonomy. So well known is
this that declarations and accusations of
any persons to the conirary, should be
looked upou with suspicion, aund sub-
mitted to careful scrutiny to ascertain if
ulterior ohjects and motives are not be-
ing cloaked under a vociferous semblance

f will consider second, the question

whether the p d was calcu-
lated to in an r:?so:ejeo the poli-
tical indepen of Hawaii.

I say most emphatically that the pro-
posed treaty did not jeopardize the poli-
tical independence of the country, but on
the contrary afforded the most substan-
tial guarantee of such independence that
we ever have had or ever can receive.

My reasons for saying this are as fol-
lows: Of all the vast number of islands
in the Pacifie Ocesn,the Hawaiisn Gruhul:g
is the only one of any importance whi
has'not passed under the ownership or
control of the great European nations.
Within the last few years the policy oi
absorbing all available territory has been
on the increase. - Hawaii and its disposi-
tion has ever been the subject of consid-
eration and discussion among cerfain of
the great powers.

Hawaii cannot protect herself by force.
It is all well enough to trust to mautuoal
good will, good feeling and equity, but in
the absence of any specific guarantee of
non-interference, we never know whav a
day may bring forth. The rapidly chang-
ing policies and mutual relations be-
tween the great nations make it impos-
gible to foretell the day when it may be
considered essential to the protection of
some t power to take posseasion of
the islands.

Among all the various treaties made
by this country there is not one which
guarantees our independence.

The *“ recognition”’ of our indepen-
dence by France and Great Britain is
not a ‘* gnarantee "' of our independence,
Hawaii is not even a party to that agree-
ment. It is simgzly an agreement be-
tween France and England that for their
purposes, they will not interfere with
this cuuntriy. If they so choose they can
abrogate that treaty to-morrow and we
would have no right to object.

Under these circumstances, the oppor-
tunity is offered of obtaining a positive
guaranty by a nation of a perpetual inde-
pendence, not only as against all other
nations, but as agsinst herself.

What can be more astonishing or dis-
ingenuous than the claim that this pro-
position was & menuace to our independ-
ence. The proposition was for the
United States to, by solemn treaty, un-
dertake to prevent foreigu ion in
this country. The argument here-
on fi:mt;;u thig Cabinet tharebi;gbeuded
to facilitate foreign aggression secure
annexation to the United States.

The argument is as illogical &8 is the
proof that black is whits.

. Although the majority of the commit-
tee have evidentlyseen the ridiculous

ure of this charge, as thoLmakg.no
mention of it in their re Ihave men-

de not only in the. pi ~press, but
d' the Attorney-Ge npon the floor
this House, : '
This proposition is not without
dent,as in the treaty between the United
States and New Granada of the United
States of Columbis, now of about forty
years standing, the United Btates gnar-
antees the antonomy of Columbia over
her own territory,and I am informed
that on several occasions this guaranty
has been of the most signal service to
Columbia.
The South American republics are most
ﬁlium o:c)‘i their mchuiulh‘intemﬁonal
ta, and in years past have been par-
ticularly jealous of the United States,but

Eights ; ' were inquzdd with, gi:wr "g
ependence jeopardized "’ 8 treaty.
On the contrary, it has alwt;yys been con-
sidered, as it in truth is,  most valusble
dmm to her against foreign aggres-

market, and any form of ]
Ais thetiact which. 1s ?ﬂhm“"m
w en
:53!’;:?‘“ by our o loca~ | -
- ol ca- | we r
dmproxilmti 'l'hedhnne:zomhuq %
to the California coast is only 2000 miles, treaty
as all other avsilable markets are by
6, 8, and 10,000 from us. Oursis
2 ety e R B g J
s 3 ] e
D Bl i e, tapersta | when
sone, wants our products, and we want | protection, ei
their ucts, and all their manufac- or bounties, on all articles sach as we
tured goods, and this peculiar and na- | raiss hers, ‘and I am conyinesd that i
tural call for reci trade does not | we could be so fortunate as to obtsin the
exist between us and any other country mlneﬂulh!llz ad | Cab-
on the face of the earth. Take forin- inet, we would have to fear
mhmmfmp;:?;“' market | tnotd oo ey
mﬂm United States, but with a rnuﬁ treaty, itis o we
slation of only 5,000,000, it is not at | should ever want to 1 '
all likely that they will take more than | The United States is and
o ,or at the only commereial all :
our crop. can be 8o fortunate as :
miles distant, and trade alliance with
portation to this sources that are

ernment in future, it would be more pro-
fitable for us to send our sugars to
United States and pay duty, rather
send them to Canada duty free,

g
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porti
York and a high daty in preferen
:lo nqdincg: ty:em toAEng.nd
is charged. Australia
w?’ntonr sugars—they are flooded with
from Queensiand and the su
:m;g islands in their vicinity. A few
m sgo we tried that market an
it a

gs

:

perfect failure. No South
American country wanis our sugar—
they raise their own. No European
country wanis our sugar—they are sup-
plied with their own beet sugar, and the

Of -
vicinity. So that under any circum-
stances Treaty or no Treaty, the United
States is the only, and the natural
ket for our sugars. This is equally true
of nearly all on:u agricultural

more ¥ fruits.
The products of this country admitted
into the United States free onder

and ondried, unpreserved.
I will mention a few articles, the pro-

cluded in our Treaty, and consequently
pay a duty in the United States:

FRESENT DUTTY.

Tobacco, 35¢ to §1 per Ib.

Wool, 10e to 12¢ Ib.

Lemons, 16¢ per bex, 13 cub. ft.

Oranges, 13c per 13¢ cub. ft.

Boas mieh Rnssie. 3048 PR 1o

v2M4e .

Castor beans, 50c for 5&1&;

Cattle, 20 percent. ad valorem.

Sheep, 20 per cent., ad valorem.

Ramie, (present duty unknown).

Fruits preserved in their juices, 25 per
cent. ad valorem.

Beef, mutton and pork, 1c per lb.

Hemp, $25 per ton.

DUTY PROPOSED IN THE M'KINLEY BILL.

Tobacco, 40c to §3 50 per lb.
Wool, 10e to 12¢ g:t lsf
(Ij.emons. g per n‘x. cub, ft.

ranges; 25¢ per 13§ cub. ft.
Limes, czlﬁc per hoxg.)}z{ cubl.bu.
Figs and Raisins, _per lb.
Castor beans, 32c for 50 1bs.
Cattle, more than 1 year old, $10.
Sheep, $1 50 per head.
Ramie, 16 per cent. ad valorem.
Fruits preserved in their juices, 30 per

cent. ad valorem.

Beef, mutton and pork, 2¢ per b,
Hemp, $25 per ton.

Now, the day is far distant when the
b g gt g
whatever, either i ahape of duty or
a bounty, from thlgr raw sugar indu?try,
for ii they do, I believe that indus-
try will in time be blotted out.
But even it they should do so,
and our benefits, under the present
treaty with the bnita_d States were
rendered entirely nugatory so far as
sugar is concerned, I contend that it will
be profitable for this country to continue
treaty relations with the United States
on the basis of thetgmptmd treaty. I
believe that under the stimulus of free
trade, there are several indusiries men-
tioned above, that would become flour-
ishing industries, such as wool, sheep,
cattle, tobacco, oranges, lemons and
limes, castor beans, preserved pine-
apples and ramie. Mr. McKinley, in
his tariff bill, proposes a tariff on ramie.
I quote the following from his tariff re-
port to the House of Representatives,
Washington—*‘Ramie is & remarkable
fiber,which will if encouraged soon be
woven into a great variety of the finest
and most beautiful fabrics. The present
season ramie is being grown in many
Southern States. It has passed the ex-
perimental stage and a great and valu-
able industry will be secured to the
South by its protection.” [ need not
say that ramie grows here better thaun it
does in the SBouthern States, as itis a
tropical plant.
nder the stimulus of free trade all
other industries mentioned above includ-
ing wool are industries that the small
l'armer..sn{aone with small means, ean
engage in, be they natives or foreigners.
Under the present treaty bananas are
the only fruit we raise to any extent for
Uit Stales, duty. ryecwitnass. the

n
flourishing Sondition

: ion of that industry,
ev ear increasing.

g!l%d'u'l'd_lii‘lﬁi policy of the Ha-
wailan Government to endet - such legis-

lauonl,l whether by treaty or otherwise
a8 will en e smaller in i
fitable for small capitalists, Thus will
the kuleanasof the native Hawaiizns
throughout the country become valuable
pmteﬂy, and they will not be so depen-
dent ag they now are on wages for a
living.

feel that it is an evil that this coun-
try is o dependent on the sugar indus-

try, and it is alsoan evil that there are
not more small laud owners throughout
the country. It is not for the interest of
this country to be dependent on one in-
dustry only, as any cause that would
leave this industry tiess, would be a
serious blow to operations in the
country. Isay without hesitation, that

islands in that | PY the

ducts of this country, that are notim- | ™.

commission au Mr. Carter to
:;?:o pul:iminlﬁgwmuupm form
agree a

dﬁTm!:y, m btg.albjul'li
ratification Cabinet,
o s s
council min tﬁ;m i Decem-
ber 20, 1889 ,

The Minister of Foreign Affairs said:
‘*“ That the Cabinet, in. belief,
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Kealin Blooed Stock

For Sale.

HE FOLLOWING YEARLING

(foals of 1889) are offered for =ale wﬂg
%?rﬁimepl? ft{;a tllu  Jockey Club

u es "’ “ Ha-
waiian ﬁer G foroﬁ!m: e

Ray colt Amorino, by Keali Amandi
: ealia. .. Am,

Bay colt Kaunlele b{ﬁ ealin_ Belle of
Bay filly Flibertigibet by Kealia. Gertrude
Bay filly Ballotta by Kealia. . .. . Ballotta
The two  fillies are fuil sisters to the
mares Wilhelmina and Dochess of Norfolk.

KEALIA is undoubtedly the finest
thoroughbred stallion ever lillnpoﬂed into
this country. He was bred by Gov. Stan-
ford at Palo Alto, and his sire, the famons
Norfolk son of Lexington and grandson
of Boston, has long been recognized as the
'jat,ber of California thoroughbreds.
l‘hro?t;:;h hl; ldnm, KBALI?‘B pedigree
runs through twenty generations
a blemish, as fouowz s Baiiron
1st dam Nova Zembla by imp. Gl -
2d dam by Nevada by Lgx{nzt:on;mg‘m.
3d dam Lightsome by imp. Glencoe;
4th dam I:emly by imp. Trustes:
5th dam Vandal's Dam by imp. Tranby ;
6th dam Lucilla b{"rmmpenor: i
ih dam Lagy Gray Brts

am ra bin Gray ;
9th dam dal{l hy&etlr. N
10th by imp. Highflyer;

b lor's Fearnought;
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carried off successivel
Futurity Stakes {or 2-years
lhln Derby for 3-years old, und
ey ol e
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